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University of Minnesota, Morris
Campus Assembly Minutes
October 17, 1977
VII.

For Action. The Teacher Evaluation Committee's survey of Student
Evaluation of Teaching Form.
Thomas Turner, Chairman of the Teacher Evaluation Committee, made
preliminary remarks about the report. (A complete copy of his
remarks will be filed with the minutes in the Provost's Office.)
Abstract of Turner's Remarks
Turner commented about the charge to the committee, the methods
and approaches to determine teaching effectiveness, the priorities
of the committee, the consultation process, the development of
the questionnaire, and selected items in the research literature.
Abstract of the Discussion
Robert Raymond, Assistant Professor in mathematics, moved to amend
section 5.2, but a question was raised about the rationale. Was
it on the floor for action? The Chair ruled that the questionnaire
was the action item.
Eric Klinger, member of the Teacher Evaluation Committee, said they
had assumed the procedure for using the questionnaire would be
similar to the one now being used.
W.D. Spring, Chairman of the Humanities Division, believed the
discussion would lose its focus if the rationale was not considered.
Provost Imholte said the Assembly was asked to vote on the questionnaire
which will replace the one now being used.
Bert Ahern, Associate Professor of history, thought motions about
procedure ought to be possible following the Assembly action on the
questionnaire.
Imholte believed the Executive Committee ought to discuss the procedures.
Nathaniel Hart, Professor of English, thought the rationale suggested
a certain weighting.
Gordon Bopp, Academic Dean, wanted to know if the intention was to
process all comparative norms? Individuals always can provide
whatever comparisons they wish.
Ahern agreed that there was legitimate concern about the use of
the questionnaire, but it was not legitimate to vote against it
on the basis of the way it will be used.
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Dwight Purdy, Assistant Professor of English, asked how the
committee sees its use?
Klinger replied that the use will be determined by the individual
Divisions. This is a way of gathering information. How it is
used is a matter for other groups.
Hart said peer evaluation does not come in at the salary level,
only during the tenure and promotion decisions. There needs to
be some consideration about how the evaluations are used.
Arnold Henjum, Associate Professor of Education, raised a question
about the arrangement of the 20 questions. If questions 15 and 16
have great importance, why not put them some other place?
Truman Driggs, Chairman of the Division of Social Sciences, spoke
against the questionnaire because it assumed the students' role
in the educational process was a passive one. The form implies
that the faculty does everything and that the student is somehow
not encouraged to participate. The present shorter form has greater
merit.
A student replied that the form was more specific and that it concentrated more upon teaching effectiveness.
Turner stated that the committee tried to concentrate upon the
teacher's role. Questions 17-20 tried to evaluate the learning
process.
Driggs said questions 17-20 did not meet his objections. He
insisted that the questionnaire undermines the active learning that
we are trying to do.
Purdy agreed that the questions show bias. In addition, the long
form might discourage individual disciplines from developing their
own forms.
Spring supported the positions of Driggs and Purdy. He thought
specific characteristics will not be as valid in campus norms.
The problem might be solved by allowing the individual disciplines
to develop and use their own forms. He voiced opposition to
questions 17-20.
Bopp thought the committee did take into account student concerns
and points of view. Thi.s is meant to be a student evaluation.
Bob Raymond, Assistant Professor of mathematics, said the discussion
of the discipline questionnaire was out of order.
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Driggs responded that disciplines have been encouraged to develop
their own evaluation forms.
Ahern said the Koffler memorandum suggests that discipline evaluations
will carry less weight.
Klinger explained that the first 13 questions attempt to characterize
how the instructor conducts the class; question number 14 is a general
impression; questions 15-16 give a general perspective; and 17-20
deal with the general objectives in the Bulletin.
He said the committee wished to make two amendments to the form.
On the first page a sentence should be added to read as follows:
"If your class has been required to hand in written work, the
written corrnnents on the form will be typed before the instructor
sees them, and the original form will be destroyed." This sentence
will replace the last sentence of instructions on the back page of
the form. The statement at the bottom with the asterisk will
be deleted.
Purdy wanted to know what the legal implications would be of destroyingthe original forms.
Harold Hinds, Assistant Professor of history, spoke against the
amendment because it would prove unworkable. Also, it would
be impractical to tie up the time of the Division secretaries.

)

Fred Farrell, Associate Professor of French, thought that typing
will not solve the problem of a vindictive instructor. Style will
reveal who the writer is.
Ahern said the Executive Committee considered these arguments.
are other ways of conveying evaluations.·
Meeting adjourned.
Jim Grerrnnels
Secretary
pt
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